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Pair Figure Skating:
Team Teaching As We Experienced It 1

by
Xu Di and Margaret Zidon
This fall I entered Room 110 alone, briefly interrupting students' lively exchanges about
their three month summer hiatus,just long enough for them to look up and smile their tacit
recognition that I was the instructor. Their glances quickly gauged me and what the
semester might be like with me, or so I thought. I returned their smiles and silently
empathized: "You don't know what you're missing. This course just won't be the same as last
year." (Margaret's Journal, 1993)
From 1991 to 1993, we teamed up to teach CTL 389 Microteaching, the final preservice
teacher education course before student teaching. As we got together to formalize our course plan,
we realized there were many different possibilities of teaming up and, after much discussion, we
both agreed to choose co-teaching-that is a fully collaborative teaching team rather than a partial
team teaching arrangement or the traditional one-teaches-and-the-other-assists model. The
reasons behind such a decision were rather complicated. Whatever prompted us to do so initially
has definitely either developed or completely changed over time. However, three primary and
essential reasons remain true even today: first, the Center for Teaching and Learning has a long
history as a progressive education institution and has always encouraged innovative instruction.
Team teaching was not a novel practice at CTL. Some colleagues had tried it and reported great
success even though they did not formally document their own experiences. At the same time, we
were also aware that many studies clearly indicate the positive impact of team teaching on students'
learning (Boles, 1989, 1991; Conoley, 1989; Johnson & Johnson, 1989; Thomas, 1992; Villa &
Thousand, 1992; Watkins, 1990) and that heated debates and opposition from the other perspectives counter such studies (Lopossa, 1971; Nuffield Foundation Report, 1975). Last, and perhaps
most importantly, both ofus wanted to try something that may work better for students and at the
same time combine our research and professional development with our teaching.
As we look back at our co-teaching in this course, we have plenty of hindsight and
have learned a great deal about the dilemmas and pitfalls associated with team teaching. We
marvel at how quickly and hastily we leapt at the opportunity and how we were able to survive such
a challenging ad venture that is full of twists, turns, surprises, and tough moments. Our colleagues'
formal success provided us a promising destiny; however, it did not offer a life saving compass.
The research and studies offered us important theoretical foundations and assessment from

* Our gratitude to Ann As beck, who conducted twelve interviews of high quality; to Brandon
Monroe, who patiently transcribed all the interviews, entered all data, and provided other technical
support; and to Harriet Powers, who skillfully administered our funds and purchased all needed
equipment in a timely manner. Thanks also go to Shellie McCall and Ken Kreshtool, who provided
last-minute editing assistance; and to Mary Laycock, the editor of Teaching and Learning, for
giving us a forum to share our experiences.
This study was approved by the University Human Subjects Committee on October 3, 1991.
It was funded by the Office oflnstructional Development and the Center for Teaching and Learning,
University of North Dakota.
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researchers' perspectives, but few offered a microcosmic description of the team teaching process
as teachers experience it. Nor did they reveal the complexity and daily struggle of implementing
team teaching in class instruction. As for our personal good intention, it was only a very small first
step toward a primarily unknown journey.
The purpose of this pa per is to describe team teaching as we experienced it and to share and
discuss the ups-and-downs of our journey with colleagues who are also interested in team teaching
and those who are looking for non-traditional alternative teaching approaches. The following
account is based on our weekly journals; student journals, interviews, and surveys; and video and
audio recording of our classes. We will discuss, from our teachers' perspectives, the practical and
critical issues and nuances of team teaching as we experienced it. The focus of this discussion will
be on the following questions: What are the changes accompanying such a move when two teachers
shift from autonomous instruction to team teaching? What are the issues a team has to address?
How can a team bring out the best for educational purposes? What are the highlights, dilemmas,
and pitfalls?
In order to make the complicated findings manageable and map the main process of our
teamwork clearly, we would like to use the metaphor of pair figure skating to describe our coteaching throughout this piece. We think it very appropriate, since both ofus are social dance fans
and we were working in one of the most icy parts of the country. Our discussion will illustrate four
main aspects of our experiences: teaming up, working together, highlights, and dilemmas.
Teaming Up

Excited about the opportunity and encouraged by the positive results reported by various
research, we started our initial preparation for the class as a team through a number of meetings
and discussions. We agreed on our purposes and approaches and put together a reading list and
syllabus . However, no sooner had class started than we realized that teaming up was not completed
simply by team assignment, preparation before class, or teaching together. Erb and Doda (1989)
point out the "deceptive simpleness" of team teaching and its actual "fundamental change" for
teachers, and Idol, Paolucci-Whitcomb, and Nevin(1986)indicatethat the dynamics involvedincoteaching are not too different from conditions which underlie any team of two. Like figure skating
partners, getting together is only the very beginning. True teaming comes with much work through
the pairing process, dealing with numerous factors involved in the process inside and outside of
daily practice. Such factors or issues may seem trivial, yet actually determine the rise or fall of the
skating partners and affect the very quality and performance of the team.
Singular "I" or Royal "We"? As soon as we began to teach, a number of practical issues
confronted us, reminding us repeatedly that teaming was not a one-deal action and that moving
from autonomous teaching to team teaching brought constant change inside and outside our class.
The first issue that stood out, surprisingly at the time, was the use of pronouns. As the only teacher
in our previous experience, both of us were accustomed to using "I" while speaking to the class.
However, this simple rule immediately caused problems in team teaching. First, since only one
instructor could speak at a given time, the use of singular "I" seemed to leave out the other instructor
and created discomfort for both. More importantly, students were left confused about what the
expectations were, and whether they were from one instructor alone or both at the same time.

The first week, I think the biggest challenge was we needed to use the royal "we." It took
awhile. We would say, "I, eh ... , we (or both ofus) think ... " The royal "we" seems to provide
a coherence to our team and for our students. (Di's Journal, 1991)
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To address this problem, we quickly switched to royal "we" so that students would have a
clear understanding of our requirements as a team for this course. This cleared the confusion and
ambiguity at the beginning of the class. Nevertheless, it did not take long before this new
adjustment to "Royal We" ran into problems as well. While voicing uniformity of the team, this
approach reduced our richness as a team and our differences as individuals. We felt uncomfortable
in presenting the individual point of view with the assumption, or rather the implication, that our
partner thought exactly the same. Somehow the different perspectives and unique individual
strengths got suffocated by "Royal We," which made learners wonder why team teaching was
implemented in this course.
Knowing switching back to singular''!" would not solve the problem, we began to experiment.
Gradually, we developed a balance between the use of singular "I" and that of royal "we." That is,
ifwe were talking about class requirements, plans, and procedures that the two ofus had previously
discussed and agreed upon, or issues about which one knew the other held similar viewpoints, we
would use the plural form "we" as a team. However, whenever we were discussing personal
experience and opinions, we would use singular "I," leaving room for the other to build on the
discussion either from a completely different perspective, or from a similar yet somewhat new
angle.
We're kind of swirling around each other and trying to find where's the point in the dance
at which we can connect, where we draw apart, and where we come together. My initial
response to team teaching was that we had to be in unison. Recently, I felt that I have more
ownership in the class. The nice part about it is that even though I feel like an individual,
I do feel the duality coming through very strongly. (Margaret's Journal, 1991)
It is amazing that an apparently simple use of pronouns can become so complex in co-teaching. By
experimenting and finding a balanced media, we were able to create a comfortable and cohesive
approach which enabled us to lead the class both as a strong team and as unique individuals.
Your Turn or Mine? Another aspect of the team approach included working out our actual
teaching as a team . During our course preparation, we were fully aware that, although team
teaching appears to be ofone teaching model, in reality its implementation presents different levels
of team involvement. Ones that occur most often consist of three types: (a) Limited teaming-where
the team exerts its function only in course preparation, with instruction carried out primarily by
one instructor; (b) Semi-teaming- where a team shares the load of one course, but each instructor
takes a part of the course and takes turns teaching, either weekly or monthly; (c) Complete
teaming-in which a team effort prevails in every stage of teaching, from preparation to instruction
to other course-related activities. We debated all the possibilities, and eventually we settled on the
third model-<:omplete or full teaming-because we both strongly believed that this model would
bring out the best quality of team teaching and students would benefit the most from such a process.

Ideally, doubling up our forces in teaching preparation, classroom instruction, and management would provide us an opportunity to display team teaching at its best. However, in practice,
it turned out to be a much more complicated matter. The reality of classroom instruction is such
that there is only one person who can speak at any given time, so the issue of turn taking arises
naturally. Who should speak, you or I? In all teaching situations, many times things occur
spontaneously and require immediate feedback from instructors to guide the class. There seldom
is time to negotiate. At the beginning of the class, the ideal of equal responsibility for the class often
brought hesitation or collision in our speaking up, as it is revealed from our students' comments:
"Each instructor sometimes goes in different directions with different goals." "A biggy in any
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situation is sending out mixed signals. It is easy to get confused when you are attempting to tune
into the wavelengths of two people at once" (Students' Surveys, 1992).
Obviously, too much caution in the name of equality stalls the natural flow and reduces the
vigor of classroom instruction. Does shared responsibility in team teaching necessarily mean
meticulous distribution of instruction timewise on a strictly equal (50/50) footing? We questioned
our practice and sought new alternatives.
Since we are two different individuals with different teaching styles and mind sets, we have
different ways and sequences in executing a lesson even after our initial agreement in our course
preparation. Needless to say, teaching is never simply an exact execution ofany lesson plan. A good
class always takes on its own life and its own course, and requires improvising, adjustment, and
flexibility on the spot. After experimenting with different approaches, we came up with a model
that incorporated turn-taking, equal responsibility, and improvising all at the same time ; one
person was designated to guide the general flow of a particular lesson and the other person
facilitated and contributed so as to assure the smoothness of the lesson. As we had three sessions
on one day, twice per week, we decided to switch roles in the sessions.
Sections
1

Tuesday

Thursday

A

2
3

B

B
A
B

A

Although it looks unbalanced in our role of teaching on a particular day, overall it presents a
balanced instruction. One ofus kept her train of thought going and guided the class flow coherently,
while the other observed and scanned the class closely to fill in gaps and look for signs that required
special attention and assistance. This way we were able to keep the class upbeat with a fast flowing
lesson, presenting the richness and variety of a team without the interruption of our hesitation and
collision. Therefore, we could accomplish our original team model of complete cooperation. As in
figure skating, one may be assigned a different role or movement at a given time, however, this does
not mean that the other has a less important part. Often this only means that the latter is
strategically poised to prepare for an impressive jump or turn to carry the dance on ice . Our
students' surveys indicated that they perceived our approach as a model that uses a "turn-taking"
approach yet actually both instructors were "equally in charge." As one student observantly added,
"No one is really in charge, we are all teachers in this class" (Students' Surveys, 1992).
Through all of this, we came to realize that teaming is a process that goes far beyond the
preparation stage and actually continues throughout the whole teaming. The above practical
issues, subtle or trivial as they appear to be ,- actually affect the cohesiveness and quality of the team.
Fine tuning on these matters requires much attention and work and plays a crucial role, especially
in the initial formation of a team.
Working Together
Teaming presented merely a beginning to the challenges of team teaching. As we worked
together, more issues arose from daily practice.
Who Is In Charge? While we strengthened our team by working out the mechanical
elements involved in instruction, team as a concept sank in slowly among our students who had
been programmed to one-teacher autonomy and who constantly wanted to figure out who was in
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charge in our team teaching. As they pondered whether it was the professor or the teaching fellow,
the older or the younger, all this inevitably affected our team. As students scrutinized our
team work closely, we could not help but examine carefully our own concept of team teaching. What
was it in team teaching that combined the two of us together? Was or should there be any
competition between us as instructors? Could there be a power or ego trip involved? Who or what
was in ultimate control?
Albritton (1971) points out that new teams require more time to resolve issues of "leadership/
control." Our process ofresolving these issues indeed took a long time and actually is still evolving
as we work together on this manuscript. At the very beginning, due to a family emergency, one of
us was unable to be involved as much as the other during the course design, syllabus development,
and curriculum decisions, and therefore felt uncomfortable with a seemingly lesser role. Both of
us consistently felt worried that, if the class situation or students' needs forced us to deviate from
the planned lesson, the other person might be upset or such deviation might be viewed as a powergrabbingor an egocentric act. While we hesitated and gingerly put our steps forward in co-teaching,
such uneasiness influenced students' learning and it was also reflected by their confusion and
frustration. One of our students observed,
Sometimes discussion can stray off the course and one teacher may not want to step on the
other's toes , so discussion can wander off the subject unless one intervenes to bring it back
on course. (Students' Surveys, 1992)
As teaching proceeded, we got to know each other better. We realized that as different as our
backgrounds, strength, styles, and personalities were, we were bonded in this course with one
common purpose-to help our students to prepare for their future teaching career. As one student
pointed out, we were "teachers working together toward a common goal of getting the students to
work together, to work toward the common goal oflearning" (Xu & Zidon, 1991-1992). We were in
one boat, so to speak, heading in one direction. Along the journey, we, the instructors, might have
more professional experiences, but this does not entitle us to have ultimate charge and control over
our students. To a large extent our students, or to be more accurate their learning and growth,
should be the compasses that chart our water. They are the true "boss."

Leadership is not nonexistent in a co-teaching classroom, it is just not as apparent as with
independent teaching. Often the true leadership is not what it appears to be. Seemingly, in pair
figure skating, the male partner is designated with the leading role, but this is a visual illusion and
a virtual impossibility without the cooperation and parallel skill of the female partner. The
movements and the positions of the female partner play a significant role in determining the next
move to be led by the male partner as well as the turnout of such a move. In this sense, the female
partner plays a leading role as equally important as her counterpart. Moreover, both skaters are
working within the milieu of an art form-figure skating. All the rules and regulations as well as
limitations apply. Therefore, it can be said that they are led and guided by this artistic expression
while striving for, sharing, and celebrating it with their audience.
Thinking in this way and making it explicit to us and our students greatly reduced
unnecessary tension and imaginary com petition between us as instructors. Teaching and learning
became the common ground that united us as we worked together with our students, striving for
a higher expression of humanity through education. We were freer, worked more closely with each
other, and were able to accept our occasional and inevitable conflicts more professionally with less
ego struggle.
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When and How to Communicate? Team teaching drastically increased the traditional
two-way communication in class between the teacher and students to a minimum of six-way
communication among the instructors and students (Xu & Zidon, 1994). To make team teaching
successful, it became extremely important to keep constant communication between us and
maintain consistency.
We soon found that communication was not limited to discussion and preparation before each
class. To a large extent, this planned communication, significant as it was, presented the initiation
into the more challenging task that lay ahead. Much of our team communication, the more
challenging kind, came during and after class.
Realistically, teaching could never be a simple replication of a lesson plan. We often found
ourselves having to adjust our lesson according to the class flow so as to catch the "educative
moment" arising from the situation. For instance, one day, we planned to discuss an article entitled
"Dancing in the Hall," written by Lisa Schneider (1987), addressing the issue of teaching by
understanding learners and unleashing their creativity. In the smallest section, due to various
reasons, nearly half the class did not read the article as required. A decision had to be made on the
spot, and there was not much time to converse. One ofus decided to use the article's title as an entry
point for class discussion. We led the class into the hall to experience free movement as a contrast
to the rigidity in the classroom, and explored the implications for teaching and learning. We also
discussed the lesson for educators from this very incident. During the whole class nothing went as
we planned and communicated previously. However, our brief verbal and nonverbal communication, together with salient communication in class, enabled us to move quickly on the "same wave
length" to conduct the lesson (Students' Surveys, 1992).
While successful communication promoted teaching and learning, inadequate communication, on the other hand, led to an opposite consequence as illustrated by the following case: one
student missed most of the class due to her heavy workload and difficult schedule. Our repeated
efforts to assist her brought no improvement whatsoever. After much discussion, we agreed that
the student needed to be advised to withdraw from the course. One ofus was going out of town for
a conference; the other took the responsibility to inform the student. The case appeared to be at rest
for the time being. The next semester, instead ofretaking the class as the program required, the
same student decided to register for student teaching. In short, she was trying to "beat" the system
and to manipulate two instructors separately for her advantages. When the case finally caught the
attention of the dean's office and was brought to our awareness, it took major effort to backtrack
the gaps of our communication so as to handle the situation appropriately. Finally, the student
retook the course and learned "it simply won't work" to shortcut the program. She also admitted
she would have been much better prepared for student teaching if she had followed the program
sequentially.
We learned as well. In order to function well as a team, it was extremely important for us
to be open and communicative even when we did not feel comfortable about events, and even when
we did not think it was of particular significance at the time. For one of the best qualities of a team
is the collective strength and wisdom. By omitting communication, we unintentionally undermined
this very strength of a team and inevitably created problems, which would be detrimental for the
instructors and learners as well as our programs. Can anyone imagine what would happen to pair
figure skaters if either or both were not notified when there was debris on their path? Can anyone
imagine that a pair of figure skaters could perform a glamorous and complicated maneuver without
the appropriate communication in the limelight and what consequence it would bring?
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Agree or Disagree? Teaching as a team, needless to say, requires consensus in each stage
of teaching. Squires (Nuffield Foundation Report, 1975) addresses the necessity and difficulty of
reaching such a consensus by any team. As a team, we needed to agree not only on general goals,
methods, and content of the course, but also on each detail of activity before each lesson. However,
as individuals, each of us had a different perspective, style, and approach. To agree often meant
that we had to work through our disagreement.

What, then, was the base for our agreement? Did agreement mean compromise, which
implied reduction on each of our original ideas? As we worked together, we gradually realized that
the base of our common ground for our agreement was students' learning and education. Despite
our differences, we shared the same objectives. In addition, both ofus believed that there was not
a single correct way of teaching. The better teaching approach combined various approaches geared
toward best learning. With these factors taken into consideration, the final decision in choosing
teaching approaches and activities largely depended on students' needs rather than personal
preferences. Students' strengths and weaknesses as preservice teachers became compasses for our
teaching. Our differences, after all, could be used to enhance our students' education.
Such realization led to better understanding and agreement in our teaching. Initial friction
and tension gave way to smoother cooperation. However, as the course unwrapped, another issue
arose: given our established agreement and harmony, could, or should, we disagree in class? Ifso,
how could we do so to enhance students' learning? In the Nuffield Foundation Report (1975),
Squires discusses the danger of "solipsism" (p. 2), and Riley states that "the balance between
individual academic freedom and group responsibility is a matter which each course team has to
discover for itself' (p. 7).
While our agreement brought harmony in teaching, somehow we sensed something missing
in this apparent uniformity. It seemed to reduce team teaching to one instructor autonomy. If our
voices consistently came across as one, then there was almost no reason to team teach. Our initial
concern about disagreement in front of the class largely resulted from our uncertainty during the
formation of the team and possible confusion to students who were not used to such an approach.
Similar to the experiences of Miller (1990) and her collaborative teachers, we "were beginning to
see that we could not assume identical responses to our varied concerns" (p. 86).
As the team was established and accepted, we began to uncover the other dimension of team
teaching by unveiling our disagreement. As York (1971) wisely indicated, with team teaching
"diversity must exist in the stimulation of individual expression." Miller (1990) describes points of
dissonance as "pinpricks in our consciousness" (p. 85). For one of the most powerful instruments
in teacher education is to reveal the multiple dimensions of teaching and learning through critical
reflection and consideration ofalternatives. Team offered a unique opportunity to address this from
an instructional point of view. Greene (1986) highlights the significance of differences,
It is when people become challengers, when they take initiatives, that they begin to create

the kind of spaces where dialogue can take place and freedom can appear. And it is then, and
probably only then, that people begin thinking about working together to bring into being a
better, fairer, more human state of things. (p. 77)
Thus, we made a conscious effort to present our differences naturally in class, offering
alternative viewpoints and personal perspectives. In our course evaluation, students indicated that
it was one of the most effective aspects of team teaching. For instance, one student commented:
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"They are very different people in terms of background and experiences, so you get to see things from
different angles which helps a lot" (Students' Surveys, 1992). Another described that he saw one
ofus as more "quiet, suggestive, and non-intrusive, a cheerleader" and the other as "more focused"
and "getting everyone back on the task" (Xu & Zidon, 1991-1992). Yet another said,
I like how sometimes you were talking about a subject, and one of you would ask a question
and we'd really think about it. The other would ask a question that is connected, but it is a
totally opposite view. It really makes you think because it is another way to look at it. And
you think, I never would have thought about it unless somebody would have brought it up.
(Xu & Zidon, 1991-1992))
Such differences not only benefited our students' learning, but our own professional
development as well. While being our true selves and feeling comfortable to teach, we also learned
and were stretched by the other perspectives (including our students, of course).
We have been getting together to plan lessons, and it works really well. Di Di has her plan,
and I have mine, and from these two plans we pick and choose, expand, and redo our
individual plans into a single one which is better. Often in the classroom even better plans
emerge as the lessons unfold. I am learning so much from the co-teaching process.
(Margaret's Journal, 1991)
This is great! It is so exciting to be able to exchange and discuss teaching with another
professional! I find my mind churning and head buzzing all the time with ideas and more
new ideas. Here is one original idea in my mind. While talking and bouncing off Margaret's,
another comes, and yet another. By the end ofour discussion, we'll have so many alternatives
we can use. (Di's Journal, 1992)
As we, teachers and students, learned and grew together with the celebration of differences
as well as similarities, there was yet another significant aspect. The open discussion between us
instructors "left the opportunity for the plurality of ideas" (Students' Surveys, 1991), and challenged students as well as us to reflect deeper and examine issues critically instead of accepting a
simple right answer. It also created an environment where students felt comfortable to think
independently and to disagree with and challenge one another constantly, a key process for building
critical thinking and democracy.
While we employed disagreement for educational purposes, we also learned it was crucial to
pay attention to how to present our disagreement. At the beginning, we simply stated, "I disagree
with you, .. . " This confrontational approach often made some students uncomfortable and turned
them off. However, ifwe built on the previous statement and then indicated an alternative or a new
angle to consider the issues , we could disagree as drastically as we wanted without creating the
emotional tension that might prohibit learning. Consequently the debate developed much further
and invited much more active participation from our students.
Therefore, through this course, we evolved from outright disagreement to building agreement, then from unveiling disagreement to an agreement with disagreement. Like the contrast
displayed in the figure skating, effective team teaching consists of both consonance and dissonance,
the former charting the course and the direction and the latter displaying the multiple dimensions,
alternatives, and possibilities along the way.
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Highlights

Teaching together, we constantly had to balance and rebalance, work and rework, adjust and
readjust. Like pair figure skating, it is indeed a labor intensive process to bring the best out of a
team. Questions, however, can be asked-is it worthwhile to put so much effort into team teaching?
Isn't it wise just to stick to the traditional individual instruction? What are the benefits that can
justify all this work?
From our experience, we can answer the first question affirmatively without any hesitation.
Since we focus on the advantage of team teaching from the students' perspective in another paper
(Xu & Zidon, 1995), here we would like to discuss mainly the advantages for us as instructors.
No More Lonely Journey. One of the downside effects associated with teaching is the
loneliness of the profession (Boles, 1989, 1991; Miller, 1990; Sarason, 1966). Teachers often have
to work long hours with students isolated from their colleagues. This often results in a strong
dissatisfaction with the profession and a high burn-out rate.

However, in our case, the lonely journey ended the minute we started to team together. As
indicated above, team teaching in a sense "forces" us to work together and communicate. Coteaching demands a constant joint effort and collaborative exploration. While individual work is
also involved in team teaching, more often it is the teamwork that delivers the instruction and any
activities related to instruction. This inevitably changes the immediate working environment for
us and promotes professional interaction. Our human nature is such that we are all social beings.
The increased social interaction clearly impacts our professional work.
One of us 'was new to the university and the other was more or less a native. The team
provided a much smoother orientation for the newcomer in getting to know the program in the
university and the community at large. The close working relationship facilitated the newcomer's
settling process in the new community, which in turn benefited teaching. The more we know about
the community we serve and the background oflearners, the more likely we can work with them
and help them to connect their new knowledge with their existing frame of mind. In addition, the
faster an instructor grew to be a part of a community, the stronger his/her professional commitment
would be. One ofus vividly remembers the impact ofa pack ofValentine candies, given by the other's
twin daughters, on her teaching and life when the North Dakota's cold and icy weather began to
set in during her first winter there. Just like dancing on ice together, the unbalance of one partner
from either a slip or a trip can be timely corrected by the strong hold or support of the other.
Your Ideas Plus Mine-Our Achievements. If the above advantage of team teaching
mainly falls within the category of environment or affective domain, another related benefit ties
more closely with professional development. Team teaching called for constant interaction between
the two ofus as professionals. As a result, teaching became much more intriguing and challenging.
Unlike individual teaching, in team teaching we seldom had fixed lesson plans. Instead ofjust one
set of ideas we started with different ideas, and while comparing and making decisions, our
discussion often sparked more alternative ideas and approaches. Teaching was not only a job but
also an enriched process for professional development. The constant change and influx of new ideas
for each of us always kept us "on our toes." The combination of the known and the unknown coming
up in our instruction made us much more alert, ready, and flexible so as to catch the "educative
moment" in class and push it further for students' learning.
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This constant flow of ideas and interaction benefited us professionally in two ways. First,
it directly improved our teaching quality and quantity. This more personal and communal
relationship with students forms a more humanistic work setting for teachers and therefore
provides more meaning and challenge in everyday instruction. It enables teachers to participate
more in students' activities and provide better guidance in such activities. Consequently, teachers
have a better grasp of the learning flow and can adjust teaching accordingly so that instruction can
be more effective. As co-teachers, we could employ more innovative and creative teaching
approaches. In this course, we were able to give students full charge to practice their teaching skills.
The concerns and issues students raised constructed the whole course. With one more instructor,
we provided much more longitudinal and latitudinal freedom for the students' practice than a single
teacher could handle. We increased students' weekly assignments as well as our immediate
feedback for them , which in turn challenged us in terms of the quality and quantity of our own
teaching. Students' weekly journals (2-3 pages) were collected and reviewed immediately with
written comments, and their presentations were evaluated both with verbal feedback and in
written form. Two pairs of hands made the overwhelming teaching load manageable. In this course,
we were able to lead discussions on three different readings (of students' choice) per week, reading
and commenting on all students' journals weekly, videotaping students' presentations and
conducting class at the same time , and providing immediate feedback on students' presentations.
Such a task would be awfully hard , if not entirely impossible, for a single instructor.
Secondly, team teaching inspires and promotes professional development. The highlight for
co-teachers is that there is a tremendous increase in professional dialogues regarding the course
in particular and teaching in general. Teaching becomes more challenging and inspiring. There
is more consideration and debate about all issues related to teaching, theoretically and practically.
More ideas are inspired, more approaches tried. Teaching is more of an art and science instead of
just a job. It fosters our professional, intellectual, and personal growth. Co-teaching also benefited
our research agenda. While conducting this qualitative research, we interviewed one third of the
students, conducted surveys, and analyzed all journals. Two researchers are more liable to keep
to the research schedule amidst hectic academic commitments.
In addition, with more ideas, diversity, and varied approaches our teaching could avoid the
ups and downs associated with one-teacher instruction, and this provided a consistency in teaching.
Also, when one teacher is away due to professional or personal reasons, team teaching guarantees
continuity, along with quality, of the class.
Dilemmas

Time. The time commitment required in co-teaching is very crucial for the success of the
approach. A choreography for a figure skating pair puts increased demands on time between
the artists to talk about and reach agreement about many different aspects which go into a
performance. Practices, rehearsals , talking about strengths and weaknesses, the main theme,
and the small details all require open communication and cooperation. It is no exception for coteaching. During the process, we made a discovery similar to the one made by the teachers in
Boles' study (1989): "The work they agreed to involved more time than they had expected, used
more energy than they had anticipated, and demanded a greater commitment than they had
envisioned" (p. 46).
Our co-teaching demanded that we spend time together for planning content, instructional
approaches, and dividing the work. In order to run the class smoothly, we found that we needed
a weekly meeting (1-2 hours) and a meeting before each class (1/2 to 1 1/2 hours) in addition to
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individual preparation time and paper grading. There were also many times that we phoned each
other at home the night before class when we thought that a different approach or plan might work
better than the one we had determined earlier.
We calculated that our planning at least doubled what we would have spent on our single
teaching assignment. However, reaching agreement upon a common goal was necessary so that we
were able to provide consistent meaning and goals for our students. In reaching consensus, we
sometimes blended our ideas, other times one person's way was selected, and there were instances
when we discarded both our ideas and put our heads together to come up with something more
appropriate for our students. The "best," we found, seldom stemmed from one idea, but came from
a blend of several, including our students'.

It is not only important to spend time together to prepare lessons, it is essential to take time
to know each other. The more we know and understand each other about our philosophy,
personalities, teaching styles, backgrounds, research, and personal interests, the better we can
connect as a team in the classroom. However, given the busy schedule we each had, it was a
constant struggle and frustration to find enough time to meet so as to have adequate preparation
each time.
Workload. Related to the time issue is the issue of workload. The current teaching workload
calculation is oriented more toward a one-teacher classroom rather than team teaching. Nevertheless, it is how the work load was calculated for our team teaching. Since the course was 2 credits
and we taught 3 sections together, each ofus get half counted as our work load. The simple math
formula 1+1=2 or 2+2=1 simply does not account for the complicated factors involved in team
teaching. What makes team better is not reducing each teacher's workload. On the contrary, team
teaching's success lies in the challenge of teaming and working with one another so that everyone
is putting the maximum and best into teaching. The actual work involved in complete team
teaching for each individual can be better described by the formula 1+ 1>2. This very formula can
also explain the actual effect ofa success(ul team. That is, our work and its intensity in each 2-credit
course more than doubled what each would put in if teaching individually. Ifteam teaching is to
be promoted, the current work accreditation needs to be adjusted accordingly.
With both time and workload issues, we seem to run into the classic dichotomy between
educational quantity and quality. With continuous budget cuts in higher education and current
administrative regulations, attention has turned to quantity and efficiency-FTEs. The tendency
is to increase the credit hours of teaching and the number of students in each class without much
consideration placed on the quality of education.
Conclusion

Much like a pair of figure skaters, over the years the two ofus worked very hard without a
stop, swirling around each other, practicing and rehearsing, to bring the best out ofus as individuals
as well as a team . We consider our co-teaching experience very positively and recommend its use
as an alternative teaching model in a teacher education program. However, we would also like to
point out the difficulties and frustrations that accompanied our journey. Miller (1990) describes
such frustration among collaborative teachers by asking the pointed question: "Does emancipation
always have to lead to frustration" (p. 110)? Our experiences tell us that the answer is affirmative,
and emancipation has to go through and beyond the frustration as well. Frustration and difficulties
are a natural part of education and life, but they are not necessarily negative. The key to a
successful team is how to address these issues and what to make of them. As a team, frustration
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and difficulties presented themselves at each step of our process, either big or small. We did step
on each other's toes, slide, miss the beat of the music, and even fall. As with figure skaters, that
was neither the end of ska ting nor of the pair. We used such mistakes educationally for our students
and ourselves, and the whole experience became much more stimulating, meaningful, and
worthwhile.
Reflecting upon our journey, we would like to point out that our experience indicates that the
success of team teaching is in the making. Such achievement does not come automatically with the
package of team teaching itself. Therefore, we think it is premature or unrealistic to substitute all
classes with team teaching. Some of the benefits of team, such as bringing out diversity and variety,
can also be obtained by the one-teacher teaching model when learners are encouraged to actively
participate in the process. Some of the issues such as time, workload, organization, planning, and
getting acquainted really need to be addressed before team teaching can come into full swing in any
program reform. Team teaching requires careful planning and organization, and it should be
adopted for whatever advantages it can bring for teaching and learning, not for following any fad
or just for the sake of some change. The success of team teaching requires good will, hard work,
flexibility, and less ego.
In conclusion, we would like to point out that as much as we enjoyed our team and the
metaphor of figure skating, we did not view ourselves as the star pair in the limelight. Instead we
saw ourselves as a coaching pair, teaching by modeling what we teach, guiding and facilitating the
novice teachers in their practice and growth. Our students are the rising stars, and we are all there
to give the best dances, individually and collectively, to strive for the higher expression of the art
of teaching and learning.
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